“~

DOCUNENT RESUMER

Bp 097 751 Cs 500 877
AUTHOR Rothman, William David
TITLE Three Essays in Aesthetics: 1. A Theory of Art as a

Thréefold Relation Among Artist, Work of Art and
Audience, 2. Toward a Theory of Narrative Fila, and
3. An Analytical Description of the Fila

" "Notorious.®
PUB DATE 74
NOTE 329p.: Ph.D. Dissertation, Harvard University
EDRS PRICE $F-$0.75 HC-$16.20 PLUS POSTAGE
DESCRIPTORS *Aesthetic Education; *Art; Art Appreciation;
Doctoral Theses; Films; *Film Study
IDENTIFIERS ¥otorious

ABSTRACT

The subjects of the three separate, but related
essays in this dissertation are art in general, ore particular art
form, and one individual work of art. The first essay, a continuous
piece of sustained abstraction, primarily concerns the field of
aesthetics, while the second, more concrete essay is drawn froa
material conceived as a book on the theory of the marrative film. The
third essay, focusing on the field of cinema studies (an analytical
description of "Rotorious"), constitutes an example of the
concreteness and precision which writing about film should achieve to
be adequate to the complexity and unity of the great classic
narrative films. Although all three essays reflect the same viev of
the nature of art, each one addresses a particular audience and a
particular field and does not refer explicitly to either of the other
essays. (J¥)



U CEPARTMENTOF HEALTH
EDUCATION & WELL ARE
NATIONALINSTITUTE OF
EDUCATION i
nvmmll TrS DY ALAT s BEEN WEPKO
CUTED EXA "o, RETE LE0 ' RO
THE BE RO L N JAT O O Gy

l . ATNG YLl 3w E A O~ US N DN
CYATEL LN T NE £ ae v REPKE
INTC P T N T o1

THREE ESSAYS IN AESTHETICS: 7 & .77 L%

I. A Theory of Art as a Threefold Relation Among Artist,
Work of Art and Audience

II, Toward a Theory of Narrative Film

ED 09

III, An Analytical Description of the Film Notorious

by

—
-

William David Rothman

as submitted in partial fulfillment of the require-
ments for the degree of Ph, D, in Philosophy, awarded

at Harvard University in March, 1974 L

i mtf 7y MATERIL, wa  PEEN GRANTED for

© copyright 1974 by William David Rothman william David Rothman

roRonr ANG WHLARZETION € DEAAT

et n
I EG ACBITEVE o0C WiTae Tuf RATIONAL 1,
ST N FLOCAYTION i RTuge apoeg
DUCTI e DU SINE Cuep fiur GentEn Rt
FYNDET,  BETOMIZ NN N6 T o EYIGee”

Wt

ds Soo ?77




Contents,

BEST COPY AVALEDL
Preface / 414

I, A Theory of the Threefold Relationship of !

Work of Art,
Artist and "Beholder" / 1

1. A Theory of the Art of the Narrative Film ,/ 131

III. A Descriptive Analysis of the Filp Notorious / 2,8

(i1]




Preface,

This dissertation is composed of three separate, but re-
lated, essays.

Their separateness is apparent,

First, they work at radically difféfént levels of general-
ity. The first essay is a continuous piece of sustained ab-
straction. The second is more concrete, The third is dominated
by concrete, precise description of one particular film, with
the theorctical implications of this description--implications
of its method and its particular results--indicated largely
indirectly. The subject of the first essay is art in general;
the second, a particular art; the third, one individual work
of art,

Second, they differ in what might be called their "general
orientation." The first was conceived primarily as an essay
in the field of aesthetics. It addresses itself explicitly to
certain other writers in the field, and .takes the field of aes-
thetics as presently constituted as part of its implicit sube-
ject, The second essay is drawvn from material conceived as a
book on the theory of the narrative film. It represents about
half of this projected book--~to be supplemented by introductory
material; a long cha;ier on the nature of par..cular cinematic
styles; and a concluding chapter characterizing the moment in

the history of film we now occupy, It is directed rhetorically to
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those individual moviegoers who take films seriously, but who
do not .find in the standard film literature an adequate ack-
nowledgment of the nature of this unique art, Implicitly,'it
is ad®essed to two views about film which continue to exert
.enormous influence on the field of cinema studies: Eisenstein's
view that film is, essentially, montage; and Bazin's that film's
importance arises from its direct relation to gggli&x; But the
essay basically stands outside of the field of cinema studies,
and ignores that field's present methods. The third essay, on
the other hand, is conceived fundamentally as an essay within .
the field of cinema studies (although its method and findings
.constitute an implicit thorouvgh-going criticism of most con-
temporary writing in that field). The analytical description
of Notorious is igténded to be, above all, exemnlary: an ex-
ample of the concreteness and precision which writing about
film can and must attain if it is to be adequate to the com-
plexity and_unity of the great classic narrative films. It is
directed primarily to readers familiar both with Hitchcock's
work and with contenporary methods of film criticism, althcugh
it has implications on the more general concerns of aesthetics,

Coupled with this separateness of gencral orientation,
there must also be noted a difference of emphasis.,

For example, much of the argument of the first essay con-

cerns the relation of one work of art to other works within

that artist's ocuvre, and the rclation of one artist's work to
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the work of other artists, But little in either of the other
two essays appears to have much bearing on these issues. This
~can be traced, in the case of the second essay, to its incom-
pleteness, The whole projected book on narrative fllm would
cover this subject in its chapter on the nature of particular
cinematic styles, The failure of the third essay to explore
the relation of Notorious to other Hitchcock films, and the
relation of Hitchcock to other filmmakers, has several motia-
tions. First, the essay on Notorious does not constitute a
complete critical statement about that film (as the essay it-
self makes explicit). Its method of description serves pri-
marily to discover data for a conclusive act of criticism

(and represents an initiation of such an act). A complete
critical statement about Notorious would indeed require an
account of that film's place in Hitchcock's oeuvre (an ac—
count, in particular, which renders perspicuous the phenomenon
that many of Hitchcock's later films, such as Marnie, acknow~
ledge Notorious in their form and texture). It would also en~
compass remarks on the relations of Hitcﬁcock‘s oeuvre to that
of certain other filmmakers (most notably, Griffith, Eisen-
stein, Murnau and Lang), Part of the reason for choosing the
film Notorious in the first place for the exercise of this es-
say was precisely that, with Notorious, just such acts of rlace-
ment could be deferred to a later stage of criticism. Notorious

appears at the conclusion of that stage of Hitchcock's film-
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making enterprise at which he 1s still, as it were, engaged

in exposition of his fundamental techniques and themes, No~

torious is not concerned explicitly with any film the way,
say, Marnie is concerned explicitly with Notorious. But to
continue these remarks would carry us too far afield,
The difference of emphasis between the second and third
essays can appear to spring from a difference of doctrine,
The second essay appears to conceive of narrative filmmaking
as a personal, "existential" undertaking., A film seems to
emerge as a kind of document of a personal relationship bet-
ween filmmaker and actors; as an offering by the filmmaker to
the viewer; and also as a kind of extension of the filmmaker's
own person, By contrast, the third essay can appear to be con-
cerned exclusively with formal considerations. But it would be
possible to demonstrate that the "formal" considerations of
the third essay are not rejection of the personal and human
themes of the second essay, but simply disclose the formal con-
ditions of the kinds of intimate relationships that are the
subject of the second essay. Intimacies are no less formal than
other forms of expression; their forms are simply--more intimate,
A demonstration of the fundamental doctrinal unity of the
second and third essays would invoke, concretely and precisely,
the arguments of the first essay. My conviction is that svch a
demonstration could easily be constructed, and that it would

help reveal some of the intimate relationships among all three
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&
essays-~relationships which could intelligibly be articulated,

A brief explanation of the motivation for putting these
three separate essays together,

First, I believe that these three essays all reflect the
same view of the nature of art. By virtue of their separate
conceptions, thelr juxtaposition offers different perspectives
on this view; and also each essay provides a perspective on the
others, The second essay was written at least a year before
the first, which was written about four months before the third,
Each essay is addressed, implicitly and explicitly, to a par-
ticular audience and a particular field; and does not explicitly
refer to the others, No effort has been made to impose a unity
of expression on disparate material,

The separateness of these essays, I believe, lends signifi-
cance to the specific inter-relationships revealed by their jux-
taposition, They are, ultimately, motivated by the same con-
cerns, The unity of these separate expressions of these con~- »

cerns motivates the specific partiality of each particular es=-

say. The three essays together, with their separateness ACKnow=

ledged, reveal this unity more completely than does any one of
the essays in isolation. Each essay illuminates the motivations
of the others, and this illumination is reflected back on it-
self, . : .-

[vii]
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I, A Theory of the Threefold Relationship of Work of Art,
Artist and "Beholder"




1, Many different approaches to the nature of art héve been
represented in theVrecent aesthetics literature,

There are, of course, many possible ways of categorizing
these approaches, @ut one such categorization that suggests

itself is as follows. We can distinguish:

[(a] those views that attempt to account for art by

reference to the act of artistic creation:

[b] those views that focus on the "aesthetic object®

or work of art;

[c] those views that define art in relation to "aes-

thetic experience" or "the aesthetic attitude;"

[d] what might be called "relational" theories (for
example, art might be viewed as fundamentally a matter

of communication--the work of art being simply the

medium of a certain relationship between the artist
and the person who beholds his work; or the relation-
ship in terms of which art is defined might be one
between the artist and the works he creates--which
express the artist's being; or a relationship between
the work of art and the person beholding the work who
identifies himself with elements within the work).

[e] There are also views which deny that art can be
defined at all in terms of a transaction involving ar-

tist, work and beholder. Thus art has been defined in




terms of a particular social institution (the "art-
world”), and also construed as a fundamentally his-
torical phenomenon-~that is, the work of art is to

be understood within the context of art history,

This summary, to be sure, draws these categories too crude-
ly. But it leads to a preliminary statement of our general
thesis,

The general princiﬁle underlying this thesis is that art
must be understood in terms of a unified relationship that
encompasses the artist's act, the work he creates, and a be-
holder's acknowledgment of that work, None of the parties to
this threefold relationship can be defined without reference
to the other two, nor any two defined without reference to
the third.-

The act of creating a work of art cannot be understood
except in relation to the nature of the work created through
that act, which in turn cannot be understood without relation
to the nature of the act of acknowledgment the work calls upon
those who behold it to perform. Further, the work cannot be
defined "objectively" in a way that does not relate it to its
"genesis" in an act of artistic creation; and cannot be de-
fined without at the same time defining that act which might
constitute an acknowledgment of it, And what it is that the

work calls upon & veholder to do in acknowledgment of it cannot



be separated from the artist's acﬁ of creating the work, nor
from the work itself,

Our general claim, then, is that the artist's act of cre-
ating a work of art, the work he creates by virtue of that
act, and a behold;r's act of ackhowledging that act and that
work must all be defined together; that the nature of one
‘cannot be understood in isolation from that of the others,

In this thesis, we will (at times indirectly) present and
explore this general claim, and we will attempt an analysis
of certain aspects of this complex relationship in terms of
which, we claim, art must be understood.

. Further, we will explore some of the implications of this
claim on certain views within the aesthetics literature,

The body of this thesis will consist of four sections,

In Section 2, we examine the view that art is "self-ex-
pression," Traditional statements of this view are seen to
distort the phenomena the view purports to eiucidate. But
our general thesis enables us to artjiculate a new analyéis of
the conception of "self-expression" which makes it clear how,
by an act of self-expression, an artist might create a work
which has the status of a work of art, and which calls for
the acknowledgment characteristic of a work of art,

This discussion leads to an examination of George Dickie's
view that a work of art is an object on which a certain in-

stitution~-the "artworld"- aas canferred a certain status, 1/



. The section ends with a criticism of Joseph Margolis' view
that a work of art is "an artifact considered with respect
of its design."z/

Section 3 begins with an examination of the idea that a
work of art is a éertain kind of object, an object with cer-
taiﬂfspecial "aesthetic" qualities, We question the claim
that the nature of a work of art can be accounted for by ref-
erence to "objective" qualities which can be articulated
without reference to the artist's act of creating the work
or a beholder's act of acknowledging the work,

. The section rantinues with an examination of the related
ddea that a we.x of art may be thought of simply as the source
of a certain kind of experience,

The limitations of “hese two ideas leads us to attempt to
articulate a kind of "aesthetic encounter" which cannot te
reduced to the postulation of a special sort of object or a
special sort of subjective experience, This éncounter estab-
lishes a relationship that unites "subject" and '"object,"

The sectibn concludes with a summary of some of the implica-
tions of this analysis on certain views within the aesthetics
literature,

Section 4 uses this analysis of the "aesthetic encounter"
as a key to explaining the relationships among the artist's
act of expression, the work's "objective" nature and the be-

holder's act of acknowledging the woerk, Our argument is that



a series of aesthetic encounters with a work of art forms a
condition for acknowledging the work, but does not in itselfl
constitue such an acknowledgment. To acknowledge the artist's
act of creating the work, and to perceive the work's "ob-
jective" nature (to perceive its overall form of unity), one
must grasp the integral relation of one's ovn aesthetic en-
‘counters with the work to the work's overall form of unity,
By acknowledging one's essential unity with the work, one
enters into a relationship with the artist grounded in the
work's form: a relationship that might be called one of
communityv.

Section 5 is divided into two parts. First, the question
of the relation of an individual work of art to other works
within that artist's oeuvre is examined. Our general thesis
is seen to imply that the nature of an individual work of art
cannot be separated from its place within the oeuvre of which
it forms an integral part,

Second, the relation of one artist, and that artist's
oeu&re, to other artists and their oeuvres is explored. The
claim is made that the identity of an artist cannot be sep-
arated from his relationship with those artists whose work
he acknowledges in his own, or from those artists whose work
acknovledges his, Also, we claim that the nature of a work of
art cannot be separated from its place within its field. And

we claim that my relation with one zrtist must acknowledge my




relationship with those other artists to whom he stands in

essential relationship.

2, In this section, we will examine the influential and im-

portant thesis that art is fundamentally self-expression (or

personal expression).

The importance of this view in contemporary aesthetics
stems more from the vital role it plays in contemporary
critical practice, than from any particular statement of the
view within the aesthetics literature proper, Within criti-
"cism of the arts, many extremely important critics adhere to
some version of a "personal expression" view, For example,
the much-~debated "auteur theory" of film criticism is based

on the idea that a film as a work of art is fundamentally an

expression of the director's "personality,"

Within contemporary aesthetics, such views are sometimes
dismissed almost out of hand, |

Margolis' treatment of the thesis that art is expression
is typical of an extremely influential line of thought in con-
temporary aesthetics, Margolis examines seven possible ways
in which this thesis might be construed, and dismisses each
in a sentence or two., Against the view that art is self-ex-
pression or personal expression, Margolis writes that, if the
thesis‘rests simply on the fact that "the artist has, through

whatever skill and effort, simply created his work," it is



trivial, "In this sense, whatever one does 'expresses' one's
own self, since it may even be self-contradictory to deny
that the work of art expresses the artist."B/

Surely this is far too summary a dismissal,

Let us pause to examine a possible defense against lMar-
golis' objection,

Even if it is the case that everything one does, ezach of
one's acts, "expresses onéself,“ vhat objects other than works
of art count in the necessary way among the things that one

z cf the

"does"? Margolis appears to think nothing of speakin
"vork of art as something the artist has done, as manifesting
the artist's act, and thus as expressing him, But surely it
is extraordinary that an object should express the artist's
personality the way his actions do., Surely it is extrzordinary
that the work of art opens directly out to the artist's act of
creating it; that it is fully the artist's creation. It may
follow that an exceptional object of this kind is an "ex-
pression of the artist;'" but that does not make the thesis
trivial.

To say that the artist performs the act of creating the

work of art in his owm style, and so that the work, which opens

out to that act, "expresses" him, is still to be far from of-
fering a perspicuous account of the nature of the act of "ar-

tistic expression," and a perspicuous account of what it rmeans



for a work of art to "express the artist,"

Here the complexity of the concept of "expression" must
be acknowledged--not to mention the confusion surrounding it
within and outside of the philosophical literature,

When we examine the concept of  "expression," we encounter
a fundamental dichotomy,

I register the impatient expression on your face. Just
looking at you, perceiviné\the look on your face, I obtain
“directly" a grasp of your "state" at this moment,

Much o! the philosophical literature on "expression" serves
primarily to affirm that there is no step of inference or de-
duction from my perception of your expression to my awareness
of your impatient state.b/ I recognize your expression as an
impatient one, and am directly attuned to your impatience
thereby., I might be said to see your impatience in your ex-
pression,

That is, your impatient expression is not a statement of
your impatience, It is akin to a picture c¢f impatience; a mzni~
festation of your impatience, Your impatient expression re-
veéals you as you are at this moment--and does not result from
your effort to present yourself to me or even to yourself (as-
suming, that is, the spontaneity and sincerity of your ex-
pression) .

It is not just that your expression reveals your state, al-

lowing me to describe your present psychological state, True,
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expressions frequently correspond to familiar types. An "im-
patient expression" might flicker across anyone's bored face
(except, perhaps, Perry Como's). But we might also speak of
a "Cary Grant expression," Each of Cary Grant's expressions
is of a familiar type (bored, angry, hurt, pleased) or else
is extraordinary and/or "strange" (an "undefinable look"
might appear in his eye at times), But each of his expressicns
is also his expression. This is true not only of expressions
characteristic of Cary Grant~~for his expression perhaps re-
veals him most directly at some moments when he momentarily
"steps-out of character."

These considerations could be carried on to generate a di-
alectic of great intricacy. We will be content at this point

to say that an expression directly reveals a person in a par-

ticular state, and thus can be thought of as an expression of

that state (a state in which anyone might find himself) and,
at another level, as an expression of the unique individual
person who is in that state, Every expression can be considered
on either or both of these levels. (It can be argued that in
every case these levels ultimately converge: thus Greta Garbo's
"state" and her identity cannot, ultimately, be separated. But
to pursue this point would take us too far afield,)

In any case, the present point ic that, according to this
conception of "expression," a person's expression reveals him

and his present state, His expression provides a glimpse of a
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person "as he is," Specifically, such an exprezssion is not
enacted; and the state and personality it reveals is not
enacted either, Such an expression, and what is expressed,
is spontaneous, "natural," "off-the-record," unpremeditated,
unselfconscious,

A person's natural expression reveals him as he is '"un-
selfconsciously." The expression does not emerge from an act
of creating and presenting it; nor does what my natural ex-
pression exprefsses result from my act,

(This notion of "unselfconsciousness" is, of course, of
great philosophical weight, and should be subjected to care-
ful analysis. We will not attempt this analysis here,)

Thus "“expression" (or “self-expression"),conceived in this
way, is not an act.

But surely we reccognize another scense of "expression" as
well, This sense coastrues "expression" as an act., For example,
I may send you a letter as an expression of gratitude; or ex-
press myself on the subject of phenomenology; or choosec my
words with care so as to express myself correctly.

How are we to understand the act of expression?

To give short shrift to an analysis which encompasses many

logical complexities, we make the {ollowing claims:

[a] The act of expression involves the crea‘ion and pre-
sentation of a particular expression, Such an expression

is as described above--that is, a direct manifestation
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. of a person in a state which reveals that person in
that state, This is so whether the expression takes
the form of a gesture or look, or whether it takes
the form of articulate speech, To express oneself in
words is to create an expression in the medium of
words. In other words, the act of expression is such
that, through it, one becomes, as it were, the author
of one's expression, Instead of emerging "sponta-
neously," the expression émerges as the product of

a creative act,

[b] The expression I create in an act of expression
is mine. The thought or sentiment or attitude or what-
ever expressed by the expression I create is my thought
or sentiment or aﬁtitude or whatever, Just as in the
case of the spontaneous expression, such an expression
reveals me in my present state, My being at this moment

is manifest in this expression I create, I express my-

self in my act of expression,

Thus the act of expression has two parts, First, it is a
creation of an expression of a certain form, Second, it is an
acknowledgment that I am the being that expression reveals,

I create a representation of myself, as I am "unselfconscious-
ly," in the form of an expression; and I acknowledge that in

in that representation I may be seen.
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Thus an expression may or may not be something that is
enacted, An expression may or may not have an author, An

act of expression involves:

{a] the revelation of some particular thought, sen-
timent, attitude, etc, which is mine; that is, some

manifestation of myself;

[(b] the revelation of myself insofar as this thought,
sentiment, attitude, etc, is mine; insofar as it is a

manifestation of me;

[c] the creation/presentation of this particular ex-

pressive representation of myself;
{d] the acknowledgment that this expression is mine,
This rather cursory analysis clearly gives us a means of

meeting Margolis' objection,

While, arguably, each of my acts expresses myself, in

the sense that it reveals me, surely not every act is an ex-
pression in the sense that it is fully an act of expression,
Vhen I sign my name, I may express my personality, but I do
not, ordinarily, perform an act of expression, I do not ack-
nowledge what it is that my signature may reveal of me (which,«
of course, does not imply that I deny such a revelation),
Margolis's objection might simply be met by the point

that the act of creating a work of art is an act of expression




14

as thus understood, The work of art is an expression of the
artist, Furthermore, the artist is fully the author of that
expression. Through the act of creating the work of art, the
artist acknowledges that the work reveals him.,

Continuing our analysis of expression, we come to a fun-
damental question,

What is the relatioﬁ_ﬁégaéeﬁ—ﬁhe act of expression and
the identity of the person who performs that. act?

Traditional discussions of the "Expression Theory" of art
have bogged down in an erroneous answer to this question, The
classic error is to suppose that what the work of art ex-
presses (the artist's "“personality" or '"self") is, as it were,
fully constituted prior to, and independently of, the act of
artistic expression., That is, to suppose that the artist's 'per-~
sonality" or "self" can be defined without reference to 1is
acts of artistic creation,

The corollary of this is that the act of expression comes
to be viewed as akin to an act of reporting on the state of

a self already fully constituted., Such reporting is performed

from the outside; and has, as an act, no essential relation

to the being reported,
But such an act of reportage would not be an act of ex-
pression, Expression, as we have articulated it, implies the

identity of the being revealed by that expression and the be-
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ing who performs the act of expression. An act of reporting

from the outside lacks the element of acknowledsment integral

to an act of expression, Simply to bring out into the open a
"self" already fully determined would not be an act of self-
expression., The act of expression is related ontologically
%o the "self" expressed through that act,

But how are we to understand this relation?

The act of expression is the creation of an expression
by the person who performs that act of himself. It is thus at

the same time an act of self-exorassion, This person's "per-

sonality" or "self" will then be reflected in the expression

in two ways:

al the expression "expresses" or reveals his "per-
P p reveals P

sonality" or "self" and his statej;

[b] the expression manifests his personality or salf
in thét it is marked by his own personal way of per-

forming the act of expression,

In other words, his personality will be on the one hand
integral to what his expression expresses, On the other hand,
his expression will bear the mark of his act of expression,
The means of expression and the style of the expression will
reveal his personality,

That is, his expression is a kind of expressive represen-

tation of himself; and it is also his creation, (With respect
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specifically to artistic expression: the artist's personality
is insepafable from the work's subject; but it is also mani;
fest in the work's style.) ' - |

Furthermore, through the act of expression, the person who
performs that act acknowledges that the expression is aﬁ'ex-
pression of him, that it reveals him, He acknowledges the
fundamental unity of his means of expressing himself and the
self his expression reveals. He acknowledgeé in the act of
expression that the author of the expression and the being
revealed in that expression are one, The expression, his act
of creating and presenting it, and his ‘acknowlegment of that
unity are in turn aspects of a single unity, ]

Thus the act of expression impiies and affirms the iden-
tity of the being who performs the act and the being the re-
rulting expression reveals,

That is why construing the act of expression as a kina of
reportage fails to account for the nature of that act. As we
have seen, it denies the element of acknowledzment essential
to that act.

Another possible misconstrual of the act of expression
must also be avoided, This is, in a sense, the inverse of
Lhat explored in the last three pages,

This misconstrual counsists in taling the icentity im-
Plied by the act of expression as itself independent of the'

borformance of that act.
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If this identity were logically independent of the act of
expression, then that act would, as it were, simply follow .
naturally from the nature of the being who performs it, There

would be no distinction between his simply being himself apd.

his expressing himself, For what his expression would re-

veal of his would include his act of expression, which would
@simply be part of his nature, He would simply be a being who
expresses himself,
But this suggestion also misses the element of acknéwledg-
ment essential to an act of expression, No being can simply
be objectively defined as a being who expresses himself, After
all, such expression is, at one level, -an acknowledgment of
himself, Whatever he may be, the act of acknowledging what
he is cannot simply follow logiiflly from his nature: for what
merely follows from his nature is, grammatically, not an
" acknowledgment, An acknowledgment presupposes the logical pos-

sibility of withholding acknowledgment,

The act of expression implies and affimms that he possi-
bility of self-expression is integral to the identity of the
person who performs that act, His "self" as recvealed in the
expression has the power of expressing itself, The act of ex-
pression reveals a self for which self-expression is a pos-
sibility.

But the act of expression is at the same time the act of

realizing that possibility, The act of expression is thus also’;n

—— e maad
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a real sense, the consequence of that act as well, By perform-

ing this act of expression, he becomes the author of that ex-
pressionj and, also, the being revealed by that expression,

As the person who performs the act of expression (that is:
by virtue of that act), he is the being that expression re-

. veals,

Thus within the terms of the act of expression itself, that
act is defined as one of self-definition or self-realization,
That act posits itself as one which corresponds te¢ a funda-
mental transformation of the person who performs it, To per-
form this act, he must define himself in terms of that act,
This self-definition that is, in a sense, the condition of
performing the act of expression is, in another sense, the

effect or consequence of that act. To acknowledge in that act

the model of my identity is to make of myself what is expressed
in that act,

The act of expression, which is an act of essential trans-
formation, is, then, a true ritual act, To perform the act of
expression is to accept a part in this ritual, It is to de-
fine oneself in terms of a particular role vhich in turn has
significance which cannot be separated from the structure of
that ritual, The act of expression is inseparable from a
ritual act of transfu.ming oneself into a beirg for whom self-
expression is self-realization,

In other words, the "self" of "sclf-expression," the "self"
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or 'personality" expressed by an act of expression, cannot be
defined except in relation to the structure of the act of ex-
pression itself, The nature of the act of expression is the

ground of the fundamental principle that the act of expression,

the expression and the person who verforms the act (and_whose

“self" is revealed in the expression) are inseparable,

Traditional attempts to formulate an "Expression Theory"
of art have foundered because they failed to respect this
principle, Their attempts to separate what the expression ex-
presses from the act of expression left their formulation of
the nature of the act of expression unacreptable, But such
attacks as, for example, Margolis's/ on these attempts have
failed to penetrate any more deeply into the nature of the act
of expression,

How does this analysis of the act of expression relate to
an attempt to develop an "Expression Theory" of art?

As we have seen, the claim that art is expression can best
be taken to mean that a work of art not only expresses the
artist, but that it is fully an expression of, and by, him.
That is, the act of "artistic creation" is the artist's act of
expression or self-expression; and the work of art is created
by vhe artist in an act of expression,

Some implications o:i cur discussion are ciear,

The artist's “self" or "personality" as expressed by the

work of art cannot be defined without refercnce to the wvork



21

of art and the act of expression from which it emerges, The
act of creéting the work of art is inseparable from the
artist's "self'" as that work revcals it,

Thus insofar as his "self" is expressed by a work of art,
the artist is neither more nor less than the author of that
work, The work of art defines the artist's identity: he is
the being who undertakes to realize himself in the creation
of this work, The work of art nec¢essarily expresses the
artist's being~-because by creating the work the artist es-
tablishes his identity as the being whose expression it is.

An exanple might help to clarify this discussion,

Alfred Hitchcock is the man who macde Psycho, In Psycho,
one wants to say, Hitchcock "expresses himself," Psycho 1s
an expression of, and by, Hitchcock,

But who or what is this "Hitchcock"?

Well, he is this particular, distinctively silhouetted
human being, with his owm individual and unique biography,

But what does a biography have to do with Psycho? A psy-
chiatrist or sociologist could nos doubt find many inter-
esting parallels between Alfred Hitchcock's biography and
Psycho (Hitchcock's early fear of policemen, his strict
Jesuit upbringing, and so on, have been brought into such
accounts in the past; as might be his stoutness and his ad-
mitted paucity of sexual adventures), But what connection has

the historical figure defined by a biography with Psycho?
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Insofar as Psycho establishes his identit), Hitchcock's
being is not to be determined from his biography. Psycho
might cast light on biographical facts, according them sig-

nificance. But the identity established by Psvcho cannot be

gleaned from those facts, for Psycho manifests a perspective
on, and is not defined by, Hitchcock's biography. In a sense,
we might say that the Hitchcock revealed by Psycho is not
really a historical figure at all., Psycho is this being's
("Hitchcock the artist's") act of self-expression,

But, obviously, "Hitchcock the artist" and "Hitchcock
the 'real' historical human figure" are not two different
men, We might want to say that "Hitchcock the artist" is

Hitchcock in the role eof artist, wearing the artist's mantle,

"Hitchcock the artist" is then not simply identifiable with
the individual human being Hitchcock., But he also cannot simply
be accounted for by articulating the logical structure of the
role of artist, "Hitchcock the artist" is, as it were, the
living synthesis of man and role-~the way the figure in black-
face on the stage is the synthesis of the man Olivier and the
role of Othello,

The act of taking confession is one that is performed by a
Priest, Only a Priest-can, logically, perform this act., Fur-
thermore, he can per{arm this act only if he a~ts in his
capacity as a Priest, by virtue of his ordainment as a Priest

by the Church, Our analogy then is: only an artist, logically,
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can create a work of art, That is, only somecne who acts as
an artist, But no institution vests the authority to act as
an artist: the artist's act of expressing himself in his art
implies and efflects the legitimacy of his authority,
An artist is an artist the way a friend is a friend., To
be a friend is to perform acts of friendship. An act of friend-

ship is an act performed as a friend, I can perform an act as

your friend because I am your friend, No institution, how-
ever, has made me your friend. How does it come about that I

am in a position to act as your friend? How are the rights and
obligations of friendsﬂip conferred, and how may they be ab-
rogated” These are, of course, questions that probe to the very
heart of our conception of friendship. And, similarly, how an
artist comes to be an artist, how he comes to don the mantle

of the artist, and what he must do to respect (and what he
might do to violate) that role are very important and difficult

questions,

In any case, to create his films, to create Hitchcock films=-

that is, films which are expressions of "Hitchcock the artist"-=
Hitchcock must undertake personally to assume the role of ar-
tist, He must, for the sake of this role, renounce any aspects
of his "personality" that might separate him from that role,
Specifically, he must step outside of his bior-aphy, and deny
the adequacy of this conventional way of defining his identity.

He must animate and assume the identity of "Hitchcock the ar-



24

tist," whbse whole being is contained in his acts of creating
films, From the point of view established in his art, Hitch-
cock's life as defined by a conventional biography is the
ground out of which the figure of the artist emerges to af-
firm his unity with his art.

Thus to say that Psycho expresses Hitchcock does not imply
that the "Hitchcock' Psycho expresses would be who or what he
is apart from the act of creating Psycho.

This sounds as if it makes it trivial to speak of Jex~
pression" here. But Psycho opens out to a real human act, an
act of expression; and the "Hitchcock" it reveals is a figure
meaningful in human terms, The role of artist is a meaningful
human role, The figure of the artist is an ancient and familiar
figure; and the rituél act of artistic expression is of gréat
importance in our form of life., (Of course, such a claim must
be precisely made out, and rigorously defended--only part of
which undertaking will be es3ayed in the remainder of this
thesis.) '

The work of art (that is, the artist's expression; the work
created by the artist in an act of expression) is created by

an artist: that<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>